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fnmchise fees, while TCG Detroit's effons to compete in
Dearborn are substantially restricted." (Bxhibit 11.)

As a result, it is clear that local mUnicipalities are not imposing the same requirements on

Ameritech Michigan u they are imposing on new providers seeking to enter the local

telephone market.

4. N,w Provid,." MUd B, Gill,n TIl, Sam, 7'ntllm,nt As Am,riJtch
Michigan To Ensu,." Norullscrimituliory Ace,sl To Pous And Rights­
Of-Way

Q. Govenwr Engler R.ecogniz.u Thl Current TrUJl17WU To Be
"DUc:rimiTl410ry ..

Governor Engler hu recngni7M that this imposition of 10<'.11 fl'llnchi~ f'f1.e~ upon new
/

market entrants is discriminatory and deprives citizens of the opportunity to obtain

competitive telecommunications services. In respondinr to the Mayor of Romulus' request

that the Governor support efforts to change FCC rules with respect to utilization of pUblic

rights-of-way, Governor Engler wrote:

·While I certainly support state control over intrastate
telecommunications issues, I am troubled by the recent
di.KrIm.iJuItory .aloas taken by some municipalities In
Michigan. I believe communities ought to be looking for ways
to attract DeW telecommunications companies. Instead, some
are tryin, to circumvent Micbipn law and assess illegal
franchise fees. Actions taken by the City of Troy, for example,
discourage investments in Michigan communities, depriving
citizens of competitively priced telecommunications services. II

(Exhibit 12, emphasis adC1ed.)
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The current eircumstance where municipalities discriminatorily apply franchise fees on new

market entrants signif'teantly impairs the creation of competitive local markets.
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b. Amerirech Michigan Admits Thar Such Local Regularton Is Ii
-Q)mperition InJUbitor"

Even Ameritecb Michigan, itself, recognizes that the application of these municipal

franchise ordinances on new market entrants has an anti-eompetitive effect. Ameriteeh

Michigan's Vice President of Corporate Planning, Harry SemeIjian, has caJlec1 the Troy

Ordinanoe a "competition inhibitor." CWal1stJ'eet Journal, December 23, 1996, Section A.

pale 7.) Thus. Ameritech Michipn recognizes that municipal franchise ordinances imposing

extensive conditions and franchise fees on new market entrants inhibit the creation of

competition.

S. SipijiCflllllmp,di""nts To Comp,ti/i(Jn Will Exist 1.fN,w Providers
Ha.ve To Comply With BxJmsiN Lotlll RllulIzIiIJns And Pa.y Up To
Five Percent 0/Th,ir GrDSS R,v,n-wl To Municipalities q AmeriJech
Michlgtm Is Not Subj,ct TD Th, Same R,gulations And 'Pees

If competition in the local telephone market is to exist, new market entrants must not

face onerous regulations which apply only to them, and not Amcriteeh Michigan. For

example, in Troy, a new market entrant may have to pay up to five percent of its gross

revenue as a f~hise fee whUe Ameriteeh Michigan would not. Given all of the other

hurdles a new market entrant muat overcome, .it will never be able to penetrate a local market

in any ~igniticant respect if it must pay five percent of its eross revenues to the municipality

while the entrenched incumbent does not. In addition to the imposition of fmnchise fees; new

market entrants face an array of other costly franchise requirements such as providing free

fiber optics and free services to the municipality. Clearly, competition will never flourish

in Michigan if new entrants are hindered with discriminatory and burdensome 1000al fnanchise

regulation, while Ameritech Michigan is given preferential treatment.
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The competitive checklist requires that within the State of Miehipn new providers

must have the same access to the poles, duets and conduits and rights-of-way owned or

controlled by Ameriteeb Michigan. The Federal Act, in relevant put, states:

"(2)(A) A Bell operating company meets the requirements of
this paragraph if, with·in tbe State for which the authoriution
is sought

.. ..

(ii) such access and interconnection meets the requirements
of subparaJraph (B) of tbis pm.graph.. ... I
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(B) Competitive checklist. -- Access ... meets the requlr'ertlents
of this subparagraph if such access and interconnection includes
each of the following:

* '" '"

(ill) Nondiscriminatory access to the poles, ducts, conduits and
rights-of-way owned or controlled by the Bell operating
company at just and reasonable rates in accordance with the
requirements of section 224," (47 USC § 271(c)(1); emphasis
added.)

Within the State of Michipn, new providers do'not have access to the poles and rights-of-

way owned or controlled by Ameriteeh Michigan on a nondiscriminatory basis. Within the

State of Michigan, municipalities are imposing substantial regulations and franchise fees on

new providers before the new providers may have access to the polea and rirhu-of-way

utWzed by Amerlteeh Michigan. These municipalities are not imposing these same extensive

regulations a.nd franchise fees on Ameritech Michigan.
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It is, inconsistent wltb the public Interest, convenience and IleCCility to allow

Ameriteeh Michigan to entel' the ia-felion Ions distance market when lUeh ciSa.i:ficant

impediments exist for facilities-based competitoR to penetrate tbe local telephone .ma.r.keLIt. .. -

cannot be seriously disputed tbat this disparate treatment is discriminatory and prevents

competitively-priced local exchange services to be offered by facilities-based providers. (See

governor Engler's letter to Mayor of Romulus, Exhibit 12.) Even Ameritech Michigan

recognizes that such local regulation is "a competition inhibitor. II Until new providers are

tmltal equally' with Amcriteeh Michigan, it is not in Lhe public imcreat to allow AmeriteCh

Michigan to enter the in-region interT.ATA. mArket because significant barriers exist with

respect to others penetrating its market.

C. Ameritech Miehilan Is DiscrimiDatinl By Giving Preferential Treatment
To Its AfftUate Amerilecb NewMedia

1. InitiDJly Whm Ctlblc ComptUlUf AJt4ch1d To AJn,rftet.h Poks,
Anurilech Required Them To Abide By '1'1u NatWnal Electric Safety
Cods And Incur SubltllntUd "MaJu Read," Cluzrges

As required by lUles promulgated by the Michigan Public Service Commission, when

cable companies sougbt to attach to Ameriteeh Michigan's poles, tbe cable companies were

required to abide by the National Electric SafetyCode. (See, 1988 AC, R 460.811, ~ml.)

As a result, cable companies were generally 'required to attach their cable at a distance of 18

teet above &round clearance. lbls otten required cable companies to move the eltisting

attachments of otbel"l to a hi,her level on Ameriteeh Michigan's poles. Ali a result, cable

companies incurred millions of dolla.rs of "malee-ready" charges in initially attaching their

cable to Ameritech Michigan poles. In addition, cable comparQes were not allowed to atta.ch

17
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at the much preferred bottom position on the pole. Instead, this posttion was reserved for

telephone service and cable companies were required to attach above telephone cable.

2. Whm AlMriucla NnlMIIli4 S~)f,.1at To 1nttItIJly Alttzeh To
AnNritldt', Pole" AnNrilech NJopted A N,w Nul InJ1G1id
lnte"'rltatitJII OITJa, NatioMl BUcmc Stifel1 Code, Thus Enabling
la A,OflI/lI. To Avoid ne B%IHnse O/"MGIu Ruuly" Charges WhIch
Hare rum lmpo"d On N,wMeditl', Competitors

When Ameriteeh's cable television affiliate, Amerlteeh NewMedia, initially sought to

attach its cable to Ameriteeh Michigan's poles, Michigan roles still required compliance with

the Nadoual Blectric Safety Code. Yec:, when Ameriteeh NewMedia sought to attaCh,

Ameriteeh Miehigln applied a new, ud invalid, interpretation of the National Electric Safety
I

Code which allowed Ameritech NewMedia to attach at 15-1/2 feet. This allowed Ameritech

NewMedia to attach below ill the other parties on Ameriteeh Michigan poles to ·avoid the

expensive nmake~ready clwges- which had been imposed on all other cable companies.

Thus, Ameriteeh NewMedia has been allowed access to the preferred bottom position on the

pole which had been earlier d~ed to other cable providers. I!

As a result, Amertr.ech Michigan is provicUnc discriminatory access to Irs poles

becauee it is livin, preferential treatment through an invalid interpretation of the National.
Electric safety Code "'bleh allows its afrillate Ameritech NewMedia to attach at 15-1/2 feet

and avoid substantial t1mab-ready" charges which have been imposed on other attaching

parties. nus is another example of the discriminatory access to Ameriteeh Michigan' s poles

which establishes that Ameriteeh Micbipn is not in compliance with the competitive

checklist.

'As a result of similar activity by Ameritech in Ohio, a complaint has been flIed by the
Ohio Cable TelocommunicatioDI Association and others .,ain.t Ameritech before the Ohio
PUC. in Case No. 96-1027-TP-CSS.

18
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m. AMERITECH MICIDGAN'S REQUEST FOR IN'l'ERLATA RELIEF IS
PRE.\iATUREBECAUSE THERE IS NO FACILITIES·BASED COMPETITION
FOR RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS

A. Track A Requires Facilities-Based Competition

In its filing with the FCC, Ameriteeh Michigan claims it has satisfied the requirement

to provide in-region interLATA services because it has entered into interconnection

agreements with competitors and satisfied Section 271(c)(1)(A), or Track A. of the Federal

Act. Track A requires the presence ot' facilities-based competition and requires Ameritech

Michigan to show that it has entered into one or more binding agreements approved under

the Federal Act under which Ameritech Michigan is providin, access and interconnection to

its network facilities to unaffiliated competitors providing service to both residential and

business customers. Further, these competing providers must be providing such services

either exclusively over their own facilities or predominately over their own facilities. Section

271(c)(1)(A), in relevant pan, provides:

•A Hell operating company meets the requirements of this
subparall'lPh if it has entered into one or morc binding
agreements thal have been approved. under section 252
speeJ.fying the terms and conditions under which the Bell
operatm, company is provillin6 tU!~efl and iIIt.rennn.dinn tn
itl "work /ad'IIIU, lor th, Mtwo'" /a.cllitW, oloft' or mort
""qfJiliIItlfl competillg providtlrs of t./qlloll. Ixchan,t
urviC,...IO relitUntild and business subsuibcrs. For the
purpose of this subparagraph, mch ""pllo,.. udum" "",ie,
may be ol!end b~ such competing providers either exclusively
oV'r t!aw own t'''phon, ,xclumg, lime, facUitUs or
pNdtJmiJItmtly ov., thl;,. own t,l,pho", .xchlUl8' s,,,,;c.
I~' ... (47 USC § 271(c)(1)(A)j emphasis added.)

Thus, to be entitled to interLATA relief under Track A, Amerlteeh Michigan must snow that

tbere is facilities-based competition for both residential and business customers.
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D. The MPSC Recognizes That There Is No, Or Virtually No, Competition,
Either Facilities-Based Or Not

While the State of Michigan has attempted to deregulate the local exchanee telephone

market, the MPSC has recognized that deregulation does not equal competition. As exptained

by Chainnan Strand:

"The one thing I do know is that dereeulation i~ not nece~urily

the same thing as competition and the Commission believes that
basically both must go hand in hand.

A good analysis is one of the telephone industry. The
telephoae industry to a large exteDt over the last four or five or
six years has been substantially deregulated; ... The only real
competitive market is in the lona distance interstate market and
that basically only has three main players and a lot of smaU
ones. Yet, rates in that area have declined by approximately 60
to 70 percent over the last IS years.

Conversely, we have dcrcSUlarcd to a latae extent in the
intrastate area, but in most cases most people still only have .
one choice. I can tell you the stories we have heard time and
time and time again of people who have said my local phone
bill is muddled. We have had our rates raiaed locally or stayed
the same locally; yet, basically decline overall on an interstate
long distance buis. The result is it's cheaper in many cases to
call Calltomla than it is five milt'S down the road. II (August 6,
1996 Comments made during a Public Hearing in MPSC case
No. U-l1076).

Further, in approving the application of Ameritech Communications, Inc. to proVide

local ex.change service in MPSC Case No. U-IIOS3, this Commission stated:

"In reaching its decision, the Commission places emphasis on
the differences between the CUrTent levels of competition in the
local ex.cbange and long distance markets. 'I'Mre is virtually no
competition in local ac1ulnge mtubts QllhiJ tinu. Howeyer,
competition does exist in the intcrLATA market. fI (August 28,
1996 Order, p 28.)
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'ntis Commission has recogniz~ tht:re is 110, or vutually no, competition in the local

telephone market, let alone a facilities-based competitor for both residential and busineo-ss

subscribers.

C. Ameritecb Micldpn Has Not Shown The Existence of Facilities-Based
COlupetitiOD For Residential Customer!

Tn its filing with the MPSC, Ameritecb Michi2An do~ not e.~tablish that there il; a

single residential customer receiving local exchange service through a loca1loop owned and

deployed by a competing provider. Yet, it is the local loops which are the predominant

physical plant (Le., facilities) comprising a local telephone system. Apparently) Ameritech

Michigan contends that a competing provider is providing service over its 9wn facilities to

residential customers because one competing provider is purchasing unbundled loops from

Amcritech Michigan and usinC those unbundled loops to serve a few residential customer:!!.

Such a cClntentinn ign<)re.~ the f$\ct that Congress soueht to promote "meaningful facilitiel;-

based competition-7 which cannot come about if service to all customers is being provided

over a single set of network facilities. A defInition of "facilities-based residential

competition" should require a competitor's ownership and deployment of switches, tnlnks and

some subscriber toops which are being used to serve residential customen. Such a definition

promotes sound competitive policy and represents the type of extensive deployment of

dterruttive network. faciUtiQ envisioned by Congress.

In any ~vent. the number of residential customen being provided service by

competitors is so small that it is clearly inconsequential and there is no meaningful

competition in Michigan. The data filed by Ameriteeh Michilan indicates that only 3,612

7Pederal Act's Conference Report, p 148.
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re&icJenlial customers a,n, ~ing serv&! by competing local exchange carriers. (Ameritech

Michigan's response to Attachment A in MPSC Case No. U-Il104, November 12, lQ90, p.

16). This number is of no consequence when compared to the nine million residents in the

State of Michigan and the fact that Ameritech serves over 3.2 million residential access

lines.' There is simply no competitor who is providing any meaningful residential service

either oxclusively over its own facilities or predominantly over its own facilities to justify

Ameritech Michigan's claim that it has satisfied Track A of the Pederal Act. Ameritech

Michigan has not satisfied Track A and its request to be found in compliance with the

competitive checklist is premature.
I

D. Premature Entry Into The InterLATA Market Is A Disastrous Policy

Section 271(c)(l)(A) of the Federal Act expressly provides that a Bell Operating

Company's entry into the in-region interLATA market is contingent upon it providing access

and intercoMection in accordance with the competitive checklist to a facilities-based local

exchange competitor that serves both business and residential subscribers. ~ the FCC has

recognized, the Bell Operating Companies "have no economic incentive, independent of the

incentives set forth in Section5 271 llnd 274 of the 1996 Act, to provide potential competitors

with the opportunities to intercoMcet and make use of the incumbent LEes network

services." an the Malter gf the Implementation of the l.oca1 Competition Provisions in the

Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No. 96-98. rel'd August 8, 1996 at 155).

Likewise, in discussinl the Senate version of Section 271 which was adopted by the

Conference Committee, Senator Kerrey stated that: "The way to overcome this ability of the

lAs a result, Ameritech Michigan still serves over 99.88% of all cu-stomers in its local
exchanges. While Congress did not impose a metrics test. Cnngre!\!\ did envision "meaningful
competition" before allowing the RBOes into the lone distance markel.
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RBOCs to rowall the open local markets is [0 give them a positive i.ncentive to cooperate in

the development of competition." (141 Coniressional Record S8139 daily edition June 12,

1995.) Likewise, durina House consideration of the Conference Report, Representative

Haslert stated that: "Fair competition means local telephone companies will not be able to

provide long·distance service in the region where they have held a· monopoly until several

conditions have been met to break that monopoly. II (142 Conrressional Record H1152. daily

edition, Febroary 1, 1996).

Premature entry by AIUcrilech Michigan into the In-region intcrLATA market will

thwart the ohjecdve of promoting local telephone competition. Once allowed into the market,

I
Ameritech Michigan will no longer have the same incentive to ensure that it is providing the

access and interconnection to its bottle-neck facilities necessary to allow IocaJ competition to

exist. If Michigan consumers are to benefit from deregulation! then the regulators must

ensure that there are facilities-based competitors actually competing for residential

subscribers. This clearly is not me case within Michigan and as a result Ameriteeh

Michigan's application under Track A of thcPederat Act is prctnature.

IV. AMERI'l'ECHMlCHJCAN'S REQUEST FOR INTERLATA RELIEF ~HOUlD
BE REJECTED BECAUSE 'IHE NON-ACCOUNTING SAFEGUARDS TO
PlU£VENT ANTICOMPE'fiUVE CONDUCT ARE NOT FULLY IN PLACE

A. The FCC Admits That Furtber Action Is Requlred To Effectively
ImplemeDt Section 272,(e)(1)

FlASa
nUlt.lXlC1

DA"I$ A
f(1$T1i_.

r,c .
.....WV.u
LoUQINQ.

MU:Ollln...N
.c.9~)

In tbe Maner of Imp1emeola.tjon of the Non-Accguntinr Safe_a1s of Sections 27 1

And 272 of the CommllDications Act Qf 1934. as amended, The FCC released Its First

Report And Order And Further Notice Of Proposed Rulemaldng On December 24, 1996.

In this first Report and Order, the FCC recognized the essential interplay between Sections
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271 and 272 of the Federal Act. Section 271(d)(3) l'equu'CS that the FCC determine that a

Bell Operating Company is in compliance with the safegwuds set forth in Section 272 before

granting interLATA relief. Section 271(d)(3) in relevant part states:

"Not later than 90 days after receiving an application under
pan,gnph (1), the Commission shall issue a written
detennination approving or denying the authorization requested
in the application for each State. The Commission sbaU not
approfe the authorization requested in an application submitted
under paragraph (1) unless it finds that-

(B) The requested authorization will be carried out in
accordance with the requirements of section 272. It (47 USC
§ 271(d)(3).) /

In its fU'St Report and Order regarding the implementation of non-accounting

safeguards in Sectiona 271 and 272, the FCC recognized that before it couid make any

determinafion under Section 271 it mUl:t detennine that the Bell Operating Company has

complied with the safeguards imposed by Section 272. The FCC's first Report and Order

stated:

"Under section 271, we must detennine, among other thinls, whether
the BOe hI'. c:ompliad with the safeguards imposed by section 272 and
the roles adopted herein. It (FCC 96-489, p. S, emphasis supplied.)

Before the FCC may eYen approve Ameriteeh MJchigan's application under Section 271, it

must make a detennlnation that Ametiteeh has complied with the safeguards imposed by

Section 272 an4 ira implementin, fUles.

Yet, the FCC rulcmaking with respect to Section 272 is incomplete. The FCC has

issued a further no«ice of proposed rolemaldng with respect to the informarion reporting

requirements under Section 272(e)(l) of the Federal Act. (47 USC § 272(e){l).) Such rules
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iU"d n~cessary to insure lhal the Bell Operating Company is fulfuling the requests from

unaffiliated entities for telephone exchange service Rnd exchange access within a period no

longer than the period in whicbit provides such services and access to itself or to its

affiliates. Id.

The FCC admits that in order to effectively implement Section 272(e)(I), these

reporting roles must be in place. The FCC stated:

". . . that specific pUblic disclosure requirements are necessary
to implement section 272{e)(1) effectively.

'" ... ...

The statute imposes a specific perfonnance standard on thy
BOes in section 272(0)(1), and we conclude· that, absent
Commission action, the information necessary to detect
violations of this requirement will be unanilable ....

oil '" ...

In order to implement section 272(e)(1) effectively, we
concluded that the DOCs must lDake publicly available the
intervals within whlcb tbey provide service to their affUiates.
We concluded that, without this requirement. competiton will
not have the information they require to evaluate whether the
DOCs are fulf&11ina their requests for telephone exchange
service and excbanee access in compliance with section
272(e)(1). It ad. Paragraphs 246, 362 and 368.)

Yet, these rules are not even promulgated. In fact, comments· are not due on the

PCC'1J'propo8Cd rules until February 19, 1997 and reply comments arc not due until March

21, 1997. Thus, Ameritech Michigan's application fot' interLATA relief is premature because

the infonnation reportine requirements to allow the FCC to test whether Ameritech Michigan

is in compliance with Section 272 are not even promulgated.

25



OI 1~ 'n !). '1 F"Ii - • - ... I 1 ~ , ~J, ,., '. .. TO 9;3:270P711 P035/089

B. Approval Witbout FuUy Implementing Section 272(,,)(1) Is ID-Advlsed
Because Ameritech Michi3an Has Repeatedly Demonstrated Its Willingness
To Engage In Antjeompetjtive Conduct And Flout The Protections Set
Forth I.a The MTA

The public interest requires that, first the FCC promulgate all the rules regarding non-

accounting safeguards so that it may test Ameritech Michigcul' s conlpUance with tho~e

safeguards before allowing Ameritech Michigan into the in-re~on interT.ATA rnflrlcet. Afte.1"
1

all, Ameriteeh Micbilan has repeatedly violated provisions of the MTA and has engaged in

anticompetitive conduct even in the face of statutory prohibitions and MPSC orders.

Ameritech Michigan's conduct can only be expected to be even more abusive and

anticompetitive if the FCC does not fltSt fully implement all the info~ionaJ reporting

requirements and then test Ameriteeh Michigan's compliance with the Section 272 safeguards

bofore allowing it into the in-recion intcrLATA market.

For limited example, de~p;t.e St..ction 308 of the MTA' which require~ Ameritt'.ch

Michigan to report all transactions with afflUates, Ameriteeh Michigan totally failed [0 report

any transactions with its affiliates Ameritech Communications, Inc. ("ACI") and Ameritech

NewMedia. Pursuant to a Freedom of Information Act request, MCTA asked the MPSC to

produce aU notices of Ameriteeh Michigan relating "to transfers, in whole or in part. of

substantial assets, functions or employees associated with basic local exchange service [0 an

aftllialcd entity." (See Bxh1bit 13.) In response (0 (his Freedom ofInfonnation Act request,
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this Commissiqn was able to produce only three instance. where Ameritech Michigan

provided notice. (See Exhibit 14.) These instances only included:

1. A letter dated August ,. 1993 announcing the roll-out of
Amertteeh's bUsiness units:

'MeL 484.2308; MSA 22.1469(308).
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2. A letter dated March 16, 1994 from Ameriteeh relatin~

to a transfer of employees in its real estate division; and

3. December 13, 1994 filing with respect to Ameritech
Michigan•s request to transfer certain records outside the
State of MIchigan.

Thu~, Ameriteeh MichigllIl hu only on rare occasions infonned the Cummissiun of its

transactions with affiliated entities.

This past limited reporting is cause for significant concern. With respect to Ael, the

aff'iliate which will be providing in-region interLATA service, Ameritech never reported a

$90 million lQan which was not reduced to writing and has no payment schedule. (Testimony

of Patrick 1. Earley, VP of Finance for ACI. MPSC Case No. U-lllOS3, ,,4 Tr 455-456.)

In fact, ACr readily admitted that it may share staff with Ameriteeh. (Direct Testimony of

Ryan Julian, Director-Extended Affain fur ACI, MPSC Case No. U-IIOn, 4 Tr 560-61,)

Currently. Ameritech Michigan acknowledged that ACI has over 484 employees. (Arneriteeh

Michigan's FCC Compliance Brief, p 41.) lfany of these employees were transferred from

Amerltech, then reporting to the MPSC was required under Section 308 of the MTA.

Anieritech Michigan also has wholly failed to report the use of itsvehic1es and

equipment in installing a cable television system for its afftliate) Ameritceh NewMedia. As

the affidavit and photographs of Chris Horak. establish. Ameritech Michiean's tnlcks and

equipment were clearly used by the attmate, AmertteCh NewMedla, to Install its cable

network. (See Exhibit IS.) Yet) Ameritech MichiaM failed to report this affiliat\!

transaction. Without such a report, it is impossible for the MPSC to determine whether

Ameritech Michigan complied with the TSLRIC requirements set forth in Section 308 of the

MTA. These examples under the MTA demonstrate that infonnational reporting rtlquirements
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must be in place and utillzed to test compliance with Section 272 before Ameritech is allowed

in the interLATA market.

v. THE MPSC SHOULD ADVISE THE FCC THAT IT IS NOT IN TIlE PUBLIC
INTEREST AT THIS TIME TO ALLOW AMERITECH MICHIGAN TO
ENTER THE IN-REGION INTERLATA MARKET

Section 271 only mandates that the FCC consult with the MPSC with respect to

. Ameritech Michigan's compliance with the competitive checklist. Yet, there is no prohibition

against funher input, and it would be unwise tOor the MPSC to limit its consultation merely

to the competitive checklist. In determining whether to grant Amerltcch Michigan relief, the

FCC must consider the publi<: interest. 1o The MPSC is in a unique position to advise the

/
FCC that the public interest is not served by allowing Ameritech Michigan interLATA relief

at this time because of the lack of competition in the local telephone market and the

significant impediments that new providers still face in attempting to penetrate Ameritech

Michigan's local market. Until real competition takes hold, Ameritech Michigan should not

be &Uowed into the tnterLATA market.

The general market conditiona in Michigan do not jUltify allowing Ameritcch

Michi,an to enter the in-retion long distance market at thi! time. There ~imply is no

competition, (acUities-based or otherwise, in Michigan which offers any real competitive

options for Michigan consumers. The few competing providers attempting to provide service

to date, are still baving significant difficulties with Ameritech Michigan. (See, Brooks Fibers

January 7, 1996 filing with the MPSC.) Further. [he infomiational reporting requirements

to test Ameriteeh Michigan's compliance with the anticompetitive safeguards in Section 272

1°47 USC § 271 (d)(3)(C).
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remain unpromulgatcd. Thus, not only is there a lack of real competition, but all the

safeguards designed to nurture competition are not yet even in place.

Also, it cannot be seriously disputed that the disparate treatment being imposed by

municipal franchise ordinances is discrimina.tory and prevents competitively-priced local

exchange services to be offered by facilities-based providers. (See Governor Engler's letter

to Mayor of Romulus, Exhibit 12.) Even Ameritech Michigan recognizes that such local

reeulation is "a competition inhibitor." Until new providers are treated equally with

Ameritech MichigaIl, iL is not in the public int~rest tu allow Ameritech Michigan to enter the

in-region interLATA market becllllse significant harrier!: exist with respect to other!:

/
penetrating its market.

Once Ameritech Michigan is allowed into the in-reeion interLATA market, it will be

able to immediately begin to provide those services. The public benefit of such,market entry

is limited because there are already numerous competitors in the long distance market. In

comparison, those seeking to penetrate Ameritech Michigan's market face considerable

ubstacles and time delays IQWng out their facilIties to provide local telephone service. Yet,

once Ameriteeh i.I allowed in the in-region interLATA market, it willlaek any incentives to

flt.U;1I,

1'IlUlL.COClt
DAVIS 14­
FOft'IIR,

P.C:.
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MICMIO.ul

"1Q33

cooperate in allowing competition to come into existence. This public harm far outweighs

any public good that may result from allowing Ameritech Michigan into an already

competitive market.

VI. CONCLUSION

Ameritech Michigan is not in compliance with the 14-item competitive checklist set

tonh in Section ,271 because it has failed to satisfy item 3 which requires nondisCriminatory

access to Ameritech Michigan poles and rights-or-way at just and reasonable rates. Ba~
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on the methodology adopted by the Michigan Legislature in Section 361 of the MTA I LI the

maximum allowable pole rate for Ameritech Michigan is $1,20 per pole/per year. For some

inexplicable reason, Ameritech Michiean has failed to support its $1.97 pole rate tariff with

any evidence in this proceeding. Bven more troubling is the fact that Ameritecn Michigan

continues to attempt to collect a pole rate of $2.88 and is dunning attaching parties, despite

the MPSC's rejection of the $2.88 tariff and Ameriteeh Michigan's withdrawal of the tariff

and its tacit admission that this rate is excessive. Clearly, Ameritech Michigan is not

providing access to its poles at just and reasonable rates.

Further, within the State of'Michigan access to AmeritcchMichigan's poles and rights-

of-way is not available on a nondiscrimmatory basis. Many local municipalities are impOsmi

extensive regulations and franchise fees on new providers, but based on Ameritech

Michigan's claimed exemption from such regulations, the same requirements' are not being

imposed on Ameritech Michigan. It cannot be seriously disputed that this disparate treatment

is both discriminatory and a competition inhibitor. As a result of Ameritech's claim to

preferential treatment, the checklist requirement tor nondiscriminatory access is not·satistied

in Michigan.

Additionally. Ameritecb Michfean's requdt for interLATA relief based on Track A

requires the existence of facilities-based competition for residential customers. Yet,

Ameriteeh Michiean bas made no showing that any residential customer is receiving service

over loops owned and deployed by a competitor. In fact, the MPSC itself has recognized that

there is no competition in the local telephone market, either facilities-based or not.

IIMCL 484.2361; MSA 22.1469(361).
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Amente<:h Michigan has shown less than 4,000 residential customers receiving service from

a competing provider when it has over 3.2 million residential access lines.

In addition to failing to satisfy the competitive checklist and its prerequisites,

Ameritech Michigan's entry into the in-region interLATA market is not in the public interest.

If Michigan consumers are to benefit from deregulation in the telecommunications field, the

regulators must ensure that there is real facilities-based competition for residential customers

before allowing Ameriteeb Michigan to enter the in-region interLATA market. Once allowed

into the interLATA market, Ameritech Michigan will not have the same incentives to ensure

access to its bottlenecked facilities. As a result, premature entry by Ameriteeh Michigan will

be disastrous because the incentives to ensure a competitive local market witrno longer exist.

Also, Ameritech Michigan's request for interLATA relief should/be rejected because

Section 272, which establishes nonaccour1ting safeguards, has not been fully.implemented.

The information reporting requirements to ensure Ameritech' s compliance with these

safeguards have not yet been promulgated. Sound public policy should· require that Section

272 be fully implemented and the infonnational reporting requirements be in place to test

Amerltech Michigan's compliance before it j" allnwed into the in-reJion interLATA market.
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For these reasons, this Commission should fmd that Ameriteeh Michigan is not in

compliance with the competitive checklist and advise the FCC that Ameritech Michigan's

request for entry into the interLATA market should be rejected because it is not in the public

interest at this time.

Fnser Trebilcock Davis" Foster. P.C.
Attorneys for The Michigan Cable
Telecommunications Association

FIAKA
TkIlI\,C(U

DAVIS <It
FOSTSR.

p.e.
LA.wvu.a
f...tlNSIHO.
MIcNIaAH

••\13,

Dated: 1anuary 9, 1997 By:_1d;J~;:.J..· _U:;"':.-'-~';"";;'~: _
David B. S. Marvin (P26~64)

Michael S. Ashton (P40474)

Business address:
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansine, MI 48933
(517) 482-5800
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2. Conlrcss manclatcd that the Commission ensure that

the rates. terms, and conditiOns under whicb cable televi·
sion operators aUacll their tlarC1ware to Ulliity poles arc
just and reasonable (unless the state .Iects to Issert such
jurisdiction). 47 U.S.C. I 224. Sections 1.1401 tnrouch
l.141$ of tho Colllml.ion'l RIlIe3. 47 C.F.R.. Ii
1.1401-1.141$, were promulptecl to implemenl SectiOn
224. Se, AdopMtS oj RJU,es for Iliff Re,llJ4,tion Of Cllbll
TllI"intPI Pol« Atulelt'"'"u. CC Dcek.et '1-1". ,in, R,.
~" 'IIId Orde'. 68 FCC 24 ISiS (1978); Seco,,,t Repon
tJNI Orde,. 72 fCC 2d S9 (1979); MeMoI.ndum OpWo1t
and Or4" in CC Dodcel 78 • 144, 77 FCC 2e1 187 (1980),
41f' 4, MOMIlIW14 Power Co. "0 FCC. 6SS f02d L254
(D.C. Cir. 1911). Recently the UniltCt StatlS Court of
Appeals for the District of Col",mbia Circuit d~lcnnined

in A14b4m4 Power COMpdll'Y II. FCC. 773 F.2c1 362 (1985)
(AUsb...,.. Powtfr), I that the Commission', mCll\octo1oJ1
did not result in the calculallon of the mul.mum jUSl and
IcuoBablc rite allowable under th. ACl IIDd llul ColUn~
sion had not adcqUlCly uplained ita I1Itionale. Accord­
inpy, the NPRM offered proposed policy chances IIld
reviH4 r\1l.. 10.. comm.~'. p\ln\l4nl to SK\lona 1. 4(i),
and 403 of the Comlll\lftlcalions Act. 47 U.s.C. II 151, '
1540). and 403.3

A. LqiIIatlve HIstor7 of Sec:tlon 124 ~
30 It has been common practice for table televisiOrl ,"

O~rIlOrs to I... space Oil utiHt,. pol.. ill or"' t~:
provide cable television Kl"Yicc to i community. ThIS "
ItrlInClm.nl was untepllted by any federal 1,.uhorit1 ,
until the late 1970's. when Concrca. in rcs'j)Ot\IC to
concern raised by the CIIble industry, '''a<:ted the pol.:
Attachment Act of 1978, Pub. Law No. 95-134, I 6,.!~
Stat. 33. 3S (c:ocUfted at 4' U.S.C. f 224). In Section ~:
Con..- .tablilMd a raDII of juSt and reasonable po...
anachment rates which "assures a usility the reco"CI'Y of.
not las than the ackUtion.1 com of pro"icIinl pol. at~
men~ nor mon than 1ft Imoynt dMennlned b)' ...
tiplylnlthe percencap of the total usable sp11C8 . , . wlliC~
is OCC\&piccl by th. pole attaChment by the .glft 01. tllal.~
opcnldlll _xpc_ and act\l&l capital CIOIU or Ill. udJ v
attributable to U"e Cl\tire 'Pole . . . ." 47 U.s,C. '.
224(4)(1). To 4e,_rmi1\c this jll.. and ,eMOneble palt
luachment rate. Conaras directed the Commi3ai~"
"institutl an apcditiol.l. prDCl1lm which will l\ecelSl!"t.
minimum of staft. paperwork. ."cs procedures COnf
with fair and afficient ,egulation." S. Rep. No. 9S-

APPENDIX A- Commcntinr; Panics
APPENDIX B • FEtlC/FCC Accounts and. Formulas
APPENDIX C .....mendmenLS to Commission's RUles

and. Regu lalieN

1. lNTRODUCTION
1. On J\lne 6. 1986. we relused I Notice of PropoSC(i

R\lI~ M&k.ina (I'fJ'RM) in CC ~kGt No. 86-211• ....me1l4.
nullt of RuJu 411d Policies CiOlleP'IWIB Ihf Alt4CMI'II, 0/
ClJble TtlevLrjori 1/g,r,swlJrt to Utilit)l Polts, The NPRM
ptoptlsu to amend our rules and polieies .overninc the:
auael\menl of Qble television (CATV) hardware to poles
owned or controlled by telephone or electric: utilities,
ThUl R.eport and Order address.s those issues raised by
the NPtlM and the commenters in this proceeding.

431'7

Released: July 13, 1917

1. Appurtll\l"e.I 10-19
2. Guys &Ad Anchors Provided by

the Cable Company ~()"24

B. Carryinl Charaa lS

1. Administratift 26-37
1. Offsets and Credits 3S...
3. Taxes 4$-52

C. Mlnlml.lm 'Rate Vemas Mlximl,lm Jl.lst
and RtIsouble Rat. 5)·77

lV. PROCioDtJP.AL RULES AND
INFORMAnON REQUESTS 78·87

v, RE.OllLATORY FLEXIBIUTY ACT
INITIAL A.NALYSIS 88-94

VI. PAPERWORK tlE.DUCTIOr-l Acr 95
STATEME.NT

Vl1. ORDEIUlI/Q CLAUSES 96-97

..... LApslativc History of Section 224 3·6
B. Backcrounc of Current Rule Makin,; 7-9

Before the
Federal CommDnlcadollS Commlsllon

WashlnltO", D.c. Z05~

A. Cost of II Bare Pole

Paragraphs

I. INTRODUcnON 1
n. BACKOROUNO 2

By the CommisSion:

A.mendment of Rules and Policies
Cioverning the Attachment of Cable
Television Hardware to UtililY
Potes

m. ADJUSTMENTS TO THE FORMULA

11'1 the Mauer of

Ac!opted: June 10, 1987;

(



01-13-9703:IIPM FROM MICH. BELL LAW DEPT. TO 913127017711 P043/0S9

For purpo... of these calculations Ret Pol. Iave,em,nt equals GrOll
'ole ~V•• t"DC .i~. the Depr.ciation Reserve Related to Pol.. minus
AcGu.ulacei Deferred IQOo.e T~•• a,lated Co PoleG.

In the calculations u5ing FERC Form No.1 data and FCC Form Mdat~. ~e

4U'C . CZ"At1DS deferred t_ec a. lIIoat lIeat.e ClOtlllli::u:i.oI'oG do - as • rate
bal. deduction. If the ,tat. ut~lity com.i•• ioQ incl~d.. the ree.rve
for deferred ineo.. tax•• in the utility·. ~.pital structure at zero
co.t. we wou14 not ueed to make any furtber adjustment. 5•• para.. 42
to 48 aDd note 16. ~.

2 FCC Re4 Vot. 15

.15 of Net Pol~

Invtstment"-

- Acc\Jll~hted

Oeferr.d Income
TIXU (Elec:tnc

Plant)*

AcculllU lated
Deferred Incollle Taxes
Rtl.ted to Ales 364 +

365 + 369*

Acc\ua\llal:e<l
Dder:,~ It1eome
lues (Poles)*

Net Pole Investment**
Cro" Pol. Investment

Depreciation in ­
A/C. 364 .. 36 ~ + 369

x

Fede1'21 Communicadons Commission Record

~CULATIONS USING fERC FORM NO. 1 DATA

• Ale 593
Invettllleut i.n
Ales 364 + 365 + 369

Ale 364
Gross Pole Depreeiat~on -
Inv,stment Reserve (Pole,)

NUlIlber of Poles

• Ale (!t08.1 + 40,.1 + 409.1 + 419.1 ... 411.4) - 411.1
C~05' Plant - Dtpreeiation Reserve - Deferred Inco.e'
('rotal)*** !axes*

• ~tal Adpini.t;4tLvc and C.neral ExDen••8

Gros. Plant Inv•• tment - Depreciation Reserve
(!lect~ic Plant)·.. (!le~tric PlaQt)

~ Depreciation Rate
for: Croll Pole
Invutment

Pol.

For coapaDi•• vhich have multiple operacioDs. such .1 g&•• electric
and/or nuclear pover, the Coami•• toa, 10 ealculatlDB tbe a4miailtrat1ve
exp.u", eo.poDeDt. utillzes oaly the invest.ent reiactDS to el~trie

operation.. Boweyer. iD the computat~oa of tbe tax., compoQ.at. tbe
total Iro•• plant investment of all of the compaQY', operat~Oft8 1.
util1zed. The tax•• paid by the utility leDerally relate to its eDcire
0p.:rat:l.on••

*

IonialilieQ
jilt..
bpnlled

AI • Percentage
4f Ntt Phnt
I\1Vlltlllent)
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D.f8~ted Income - .OS of Net Pote
TaxS! ( Po lell.- lpve. tlllecth

X Cro,. Pol, Ipv'lt~t
M.c Pol. Ia~•• t.eDc*.

Federal Communfcadons Commission Record

CALCULATIONS USING FCC FORH H DATA

=Ale 608
Depreciation Rat. for
G~o•• Pol@ Tnvastm@nt

- T9t.1 6isi;i,trative and '.n.[.l Exp,n•••
Cres, Plant Plaut Depuc:f.ation - Aa~ullUl.te4 Def.rrec1
Invlltlllent Relerve (.\cct 171) Incom. Taxes (Plant)

(Acet 176.1)*

Ale 241
G~oa. 'ote - Depreciation ­

- Inyestmrnt Re••rv, (tol'.2
Huser of Poles

• ALe (304 + 306 + 307 + 308.1 + 308,2) - 309
Grol. Plant - PlaRt D.preciation le.erve - Accumulated

Dehrred. Inc:'olllc
Tax•• (Plant>
(Aect 176.1)'*

• AgcQupt 602,1***.
Net 'ol. IDve.tment**

n'cc Red Vol. 15

NH CQtt:
gf &

Bare Pole

Adllini..trati....
Expencc

!).prec:iation
Expease

lIormal i.zed
'fae.
( hpreued
Aa a Perc'cat'le

t: Net PlaDt
!nves ttoeue)

**** Thi. account relate. directly to pole ~iQt.D.~e and
calculation i. lutc ....ry. !II. Croup OW Cab 1., IDe. Y.
Telepbo;e Co., Mimeo No. 4474 (reIe.led H&1 30, 1934}.
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FROM Ml eH. BELL LAW DEPT.

Beforetft.
feder'll I CommulUcations Commission

WI.hlnBWIl, D.C. 20554

LEttER
Ju"e U. 1990

Released: June U, 1990

", Pall' Olin
aaywi<1 eft Braverman

. f1\eys It Law
ad Floor

'19 Pennsylvania ......UI.4•• N.W.
~inlcon. D.C, 20006

Is is in rapon.se 10 your leuer of December ~O, 1989
II reques~ed a re~ponse chat would allow compani~

ftC pole luachmerll rentals 10 t!eler",ine pc>l. 11Ia..:h­
CCMl'Ylnc cOSts using Pari J:! accounls reported in lhe

"aual1teport Form M.
You requuled Ihal we review your unalel'Stot'Hlins of

Itll: contents of c:erlain Part 31 accounts are rc­
oa the federal Communicalions Commission An­

ual Report Form M. AnnlUl Reporl Form \of w~~
,. on April ~7. 198'" (OA 8Q..503. released May t:l.
H91 Co reflecc the nell! Iccountina system in ParI 32 (ol7

Jt.. Part 32) thai replaced the accounlinC system in
31 cU.cti'llt! January L. 1988.

Your letter also requested informalion on whelher or
, I rile contetlCS of several llpparently comparable Part .32

aCcounts now inclloldc r'IIure expenses lhan the'll
Ylol&S1y included \l noe r Part J 1. The Pa 1'1 3:! accou nis

r which yo" requcsted more specific information arc
~ in the foliowirtc par"rapl\,.

r' Aeeoant 6411. Pol...lelanse.
Accollnt 6411 u"del Pan 32 Is .:omparable 10 Part 3I

Account 602.1. Repair of pole lines. if the benefil QOmpo­
lIea« and rent comportent of the expense matrix are elimi­
1IteCt. Under Pitt ~2. Account 6411 incll.lda benefilS
'fl"~ully inc:ll.1ded 1n Part 31 Aceol.lnl 672. Relief and
f'IlSions. social MCurily and Olh., pa)'fOU taxes previous­
" recorded in ParI 31 ACCOllftt 301. Olher ofMralin5
...... and renes preYlously incll1ded in Part 31 Accourl[
;'". OperalinS rents. Account 602.1 cenually matches
~ with the sum or columns (ac) and (af) reported ror ~c.
·COUnt 64n on ...."nu.l I\aporr form M $chedille /.1.
':L.'n th. 10rm\lla prescribed in CC Cocket 86-2\2. Ihe
·~noRI amounts reportecl in Annual Report Form M
SctItdule 1.1 colli"," (aU). would have \)CCIl Included as

n of the numeralor for the calclll.lion of the lldmif\­
tl~ expense ratio and the social rccurity and olher

~OIJ tues also inchldect In colUI\\I\ (80) would haye
·.....n Included In the numerator for tile caJcul.llon of the
.lIOrmallzed taxes rltio. The reltlS repocted in column Cad}
:Ulcl ha.,. Men il'\ctu<14d U PfIrt ot the I\ume...ll>r for

. cair;utat,ol\ of the admin\s~rati"4e expel\Se clltio.

Jl9.

P045/089

5 FCC Red No, 13

A.ccount &1%4. General IMlrpose eo"'pllten expense. Ae-
eO~lI\t 477.4, InCormation manqement. .

Your letler corrcelly notes Ihat PItt 31 did nOt pro"fide
separate accOunls for compuler npensa and 'I\at Part 32
inclLllles expenses recorded in Account 67~4 in tl\e tate­
~ory of gCMral and administrative eltpet\5U. YOur letter is
not correct in asnmln, lbat if one wishes 10 isol.te the
computlns I;xpenses a telephone utility incun in I;eneral
corporale ovcrhead, one would look 10 ACCOunl 6724
only. Account 6124. as preMntly dclscril7ed in PJlrl 32 doc,
include some ~"PC(\$ao rltal unller Part 31 were inclUded
~n ICnerallind adminiStrative expenses. ElCpenseS recorded.
In AccO\lnl 6124 relale to Ilisets recorded in AC(Ounl
~ L24. Ceneral purpoS4 COmpl,Iler:o. wllleh by definition
rclatc to pneral administ!'8tivt informacion Proee$$ina
activilies. (Sf!C 47 C.F,R. Seclions 32.21:24 and 32..5999
(b). While we have conchu:teLl tlO '\)r.,,41 Inal~ls of Ihis
account il should not contlin expenses associal8(f with
comp~ters and rellll~d dc~lce.s and :;aflware Ihat perform
sw!tchln&. nelwork 511;nallinlo network opcracicn. or ptlnt
Jpceiflc e~llipmenr funetion.s for which Ill:tounts have
been provided (Set 017 C.F.R. n.:!l2..\ (dll.

AlI:count '5;)5, En,lneerinl expense.
Unuer Part JL elCp~n~ of "neral encJneerin& depar~·

menlS were reco.rded Initially In ACCOunr 705. En,incel'
it'\, expense anl1 ttten cleared (U llther accounts on the
basis of services renuerel1. as ueterminel.! by the lime
ue'Yl,)led 10 panicular jobs. Tne pai' and expen5~ of au­
pClrviso(:y pcr'QIlIIC:1 an(J oll'ler per~f\l'Iel enJ8pd in cieri·
cal. reproduction and record work were also cleared to
other accounts. Under Part 32. Account 6535 it\cluc!es
~eneral eneincerinB expcnae choU is nOI ulrecrly charCeable
[0 specific ul'ldenakincs or project!!. Under Parr 32, en­
cineerinc expense~ direCtly relaled to polb would be re­
~mded in Accol.lnt /\4 \ I. Polts e"l'c/\:lC. AS a reSUlt. II
portion of Account 6535 would incluue the indirect ex'
penses of supt!fVisory personnel thai under Part 31 woulu
hive been cleared to Part 31 Accnl,nl 60:1.1. Rep.'f uf
!lUle Iinca,

Account "11. Pro<iuet manl.eIll4nt. ."~llOunt lSdU.
Sala. ACcount 6613. Procli&ct Idytrtlsilli. A(Count 6631,
ClIll completion 'IervicCl, "&:count 6611. Number SI1'vicu.
Ateount &623, Customer S'Micas.

Under PIl'I 31. the upensa recurded in Acc:oul'lts 6~O

Ihrot.Lch 6.50. conslderell in the awept•. cenerilly track
to AccounlS 6611 Inrouch 6623 llnder Pan 3!. wltll the
Q1<ception of connectlnc company fc!arlonl elCpense~.

whit" ~re recorded in Pan 31 At:co\,\nl 64~ that are now
recordetJ in Account bn~ \.lnder Part .1:!.

ACcoul'lt 67Z1. ~ternll relations.
Some or the expenses re~rdetl in this a<:COllnl were n/)r

in~ll,ded In '\<:"0"1\&:1 6()1 lllrOUCb 1,17 I.Inder Part j I.
These expenses inch.ule no~prO(hlla re~ted corporate im­
age advcrtlsinc anll $Ome expenses Ihat wore recordw in
A(:count 644. Contlecll"S Ci)mpany rcllllon5. The
lIonproduct relaced corporllce im....dvcrl15ing pol'lion of
rhe o~nsa recordcd in Accollnc fl72:l .:an he: idcnlifle(1
on AnnllaJ Report Form M ~hedul. 1·6. "herc is nCl
separlle identiflcalion (>( ItlC conneCtJn, company portion
or cxpcn~l rccorrled in Accounl &132 in rhe Annual
Rc:port Form M.



Sincerc:ly,

Account 6726, Procurement.
Undl!!p Pan 31, the expenses I\OW rccor<lc<1 in Account

6716 were oricinally recorded in Accounr 704. Supply
expense and then cll!itlred to appropri:lle aCCOunts includ­
ing AecQunu 661 thrOllll:h 677,

W~ ha'ie re'iicwcd the attachment to your Illlter. which
we have revised in !iSht of thl! previous lIiSC\15Sion and
.nl~IOUI(1 U all Qlta~hm.nt to this letter,

If yOu have additional qU~lions you may .:onlac;t Joiln
T, Curry or Thaddeus MachcllUki I,}f my slaff on (:0:.)
r\)~\S61.

S'FCC Red No. 13

P046/0S9T (i~ 1!: ?~u'l ''"'1' IiJ ..., ...... j, '- I I i

Federal Communications Commission

-- "\1 H' .,.. -E'L' .IW !'.E?T
~ :,~;\ .1;1 v!". j l,; :..... " •

" '

CI-13-97 03:11PM

(

Kennell' p, Moran
Chief. Accounting :Ind Auui15 Oivision

,..l"tlac.:hment

21<
60:

30
3C
3C

31

3'
3

6

I.•I
I
I

i
I

-
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PublIc Oata

CALCULATION OF MAXIMUM POLE ATTACHMENT RATE
Amerite«:h Michican
Vur End 1995

CaI~llItcd by Faul Olin
Calcuilled: 8/23/96

Net ("vestment Per Blre Pale

Grosl )nvesCment in Pola Plan!
.Dcl'f"iatioD ReseNt for Poles
-Accuft'lulaftld Deferred Taxe~

-Net Investment in Pole pUuI!
·Net lavuunent In Appurtenances (5%)
-Nat In"WlmalL In Ibn ""Ie PIIII1\
/Number of Poles
;;Net Investment per Bare Pole

CARRYING CHARGES

Maintenance
Char&e.b~ Maintenance Expenses
/Net Inveltmlll\t in Pel. Plant
..Maintenance Carryinl Charie
Maintenance Expense for Bare Polo

Depreelatioll
Annual Dep'"iation Rate for Poles
Gross Investment in Pole Plant
!Net Investment In Pole Plant
-GrouINet Adjustment
Depree: Rate Applied to Net Pole Plant
Depreciation Expense for Ban: Pole

SoW"QC

$22.36 Calculated IS indicated

$73.'28,725.00 Sec Da1a Enl1)'
$57,503.860.00 Sea Data Entry
15.806.262,64 ~ nlllla F.ntT)<

$10.211,602.36 CalcuJated as indicaled
$510.930.12 CaJcuWed as indicated

$9.707,67:.24 CalClUla1c:d u indic:a\Od
434.177 See Data Entry
$22.36 C&IculalCd as indicaled

$479,000.00 Sec Data Entry
SI0,2 J8.602.)6 s.. Mod'll. Above

4.6~ Calculated as indicated
$4".050.00 caJculate<l as lndicaJed

5,70% Sec DalaEnuy
$73,'28,725,00 See Module Above
$10,218,602.36 See Module Above

7L9.'6% caJeuLIlCci as indicated
41.0n~ Cllclaiated as indicalCd

$3,981.580.~ caIc\Ilated as indieatcd

AdlDlnbtratln
AdmlnilU'ltlve Eltpenscs
Tolal Plant In-Servita
·Depreciation Reserve for TPIS
·ACOII1tIullted Defomd. Taxes
-Net Plant 10 ServICe

Administrative c.rylna Charae
Administrative Expense for Bare Pole

Taw
Nonnalized Tax £xpcnse
Total Plant In Service
·Depreclatlon Reserve for TPlS
-AocumulGltel Deferred Tg••
-Nee Pllllt in Service
TlUC Carryina CharlO
1'lUt I!lI.pcn¥e tur l!!ull1"t.lle

Rctum

$244,12.3,000.00 see Data Entry
$7,749,926.510.00 Sec Data Dntry
$3,604,827,895.00 sec DltaEntry

$611.980.000.00 Sec Data Entry
~J,3J3,lllS,()7'.UO ~Clllatcd as IDdicalc<l

6.91% Calculaled as indicated
$670.757.56 Calculated as Indicated

$341.420'.61700 See Data Entry
$7,749,926,570.00 Sea Data Entry
$3.604,82.7,895.00 See Data Entry

$611,980,000.00 Se. Data Bntry

S3,3n,11a,675.00 Calc:ulalad as indicated
9.66% Cal;ulafcd as indicated

S 938,10'.36 Caleuluecl as in41eate4
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